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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING

4/11/05

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Bankston called the meeting to order at 3:20P.M.
Chair Bankston introduced Dean James Lubker, CHFA, who has
b e en invited to attend the remainder of the Senate meetings
this year.
Dean Lubker will be serving as the Provost
during the next academic year.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the 3/28/05 meeting by
Senator MacLin; second by Senator Mvuyekure. Motion passed.
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION

No press present.
COMMENTS FROM PROVOST PODOLEFSKY

The Provost had no comments.
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, DAN POWER

Faculty Chair Power stated that, as Faculty Chair, it is his
obligation to convene a nominating committee to make
recommendations to the Senate for Faculty Senate Chair and
Vice-Chair for the next academic year. The committee will be
made up of himself and the Senators that will be leaving the
Senate. The committee's recommendations will be presented
at the April 25th meeting.
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, RONNIE BANKSTON

Chair Bankston stated that the Faculty Senate meeting
scheduled for April 25 will be held in the Senate's new
permanent home, the Great Reading Room in Seerley Hall.
He also noted that he was charged with setting up two
taskforces, one for the Center for Excellence of Teaching
and Learning (CETL) and one for the development of an honors
program. He has completed the taskforce for the CETL and is
still working on the taskforce for an honors program.
Chair Bankston remarked that he was a member of two panels
at the Iowa State Faculty Conference, April 1 and 2. Clair
Van Ummersen, Vice President/Director, Office of Women in
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Higher Education, American Council on Education was the
keynote speaker. He shared with the Senate several points
from the prsentation.
Chair Bankston noted that due to the number of items the
Senate needs to address by the end of the academic year, it
is necessary to have another meeting in addition to the
April 25 meeting. Discussion followed and it was the
Senate's agreement to meet on Wednesday, April 27 at 3:15.
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING

875

Emeritus Status for Gregory Dotseth, Department of
Mathematics, effective 7/02.

Chair Bankston stated that this item will be withdrawn.
Minutes from the 8/26/02 meeting indicated that the Senate
approved this request.
876

Emeritus Status request for Darrel W. Davis, Department
of Accounting, effective 6/05.

Motion to docket in regular order as item #786 by Senator
Wurtz; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.
877

Name Change, Department of Design, Family and Consumer
Sciences

Motion to docket in regular order as item #787 by Senator
Mvuyekure; second by Senator Pohl. Motion passed.
878

Suspension of Admissions to the Inter-American Students
Major/Minor

Motion to docket in regular order as item #788 by Senator
Pohl; second by Senator Cooper. Motion passed.
879

Grade Inflation Report

Motion to docket in regular order as item #789 by Senator
MacLin; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS

784

2004 Annual Report, Committee on Admission, Readmission
and Retention
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Doug Koschmeder reviewed the report and answered questions
from the Senate.
The Senate received the report and Chair Bankston thanked
Mr. Koschmeder and the committee for all of their work.
783

Emphasis in Software Engineering

Dr. Bart Bergquist, Acting Head, Computer Science, was
present to discuss the program and answer questions from the
Senate.
Motion to approve the Emphasis in Software Engineering by
Senator Heston;
second by Senator Ogbondah. Motion passed with one
abstention.
NEW BUSINESS

President Koob's Five-Year Review
Faculty Chair Power, Chair of the UNI Faculty Presidential
Review Committee, reviewed the process and the summary with
the Senate.
Motion to receive President Koob's Five-Year Review by
Senator Pohl; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.
ONGOING BUSINESS

Curriculum Review Process
Chair Bankston stated that a list of questions was
distributed at the last meeting for the Senate's
consideration and that the Provost suggested that the Senate
consider "Do "Proposals to Plan" need to be reviewed by the
Senate before going to the Council of Provosts?" prior to
initiating discussion on the other items. A lengthy
discussion followed.
Senator Chancey moved that the UNI Faculty Senate request
the Provost to provide the Faculty Senate with UNI
Permission to Plan documents as informational items for the
Senate prior to submitted them to the Council of Provosts;
second by Senator Cooper. Motion passed.
Discussion proceeded on the Curriculum Review Process, what
works well.
Motion to move into Committee as a Whole by Senator Cooper;
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second by Senator Heston.

Motion passed.

Chair Bankston thanked the Senate for their input.
ADJOURNMENT
DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING
4/11/05
1620
PRESENT: Ronnie Bankston, Karen Couch Breitbach, Cliff
Chancey, Melissa Heston, Susan Koch, Otto MacLin, Pierre Damien Mvuyekure, Chris Ogbondah, Phil Patton, Aaron
Podolefsky, Gayle Pohl, Dan Power, Donna Vinton, Susan
Wurtz

Carol Cooper, HPELS, was attending for Cindy Herndon. John
Williams, Psychology, was attending for Rob Hitlan.
Jerilyn
Marshall, Library, was attending for Barbara Weeg.
Absent:
Steve O'Kane, Laura Strauss, Denise Tallakson,
Dhirendra Vajpeyi, and Mir Zaman.
CALL TO ORDER

Chair Bankston called the meeting to order at 3:20 P.M.
Chair Bankston introduced Dean James Lubker, CHFA, who has
been invited to attend the remainder of the Senate meetings
this year.
Dean Lubker will be serving as the Provost
during the next academic year.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the 3/28/05 meeting by
Senator MacLin; second by Senator Mvuyekure.
Motion passed.
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION

No press present.
COMMENTS FROM PROVOST PODOLEFSKY
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The Provost had no comments.
COMMENTS FROM FACUTY CHAIR, DAN POWER

Faculty Chair Power stated that, as Faculty Chair, it is his
obligation to convene a nominating committee to make
recommendations to the Senate for Faculty Senate Chair and
Vice-Chair for the next academic year. The committee will
be made up of himself and the Senators that will be
leaving the Senate; Senator's Couch Breitbach, Ogbondah,
Vajpeyi and Zaman.
The committee's recommendations will be
presented at the April 25th meeting.
In response to Senator Heston's question, Faculty Chair
Power stated that nominations are always welcome from the
Senate.
Senator Couch Breitbach added that permission
should be obtained before nominating a person.
Faculty Chair also noted that under the Senate guidelines,
both Chair Bankston and Vice-Chair O'Kane are eligible to
serve again as they will be returning senators.
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR BANKSTON

Chair Bankston stated that the Faculty Senate meeting
scheduled for April 25 will be held in the Senate's new
permanent home, the Great Reading Room in Seerley Hall.
He also noted that he was charged with setting up two
taskforces, one for the Center for Excellence of Teaching
and Learning (CETL) and one for the development of an honors
program. He has completed the taskforce for the CETL, which
includes representatives from each college as well as the
library. That taskforce includes: Karen Agee, Academic
Advising; Ken Bleile, Communicative Disorders; Art Cox,
Finance; Curtiss Hanson, Chemistry; Melissa Heston,
Educational Psychology and Foundations; Bev Kopper, Exofficio member, Provost's Office; Kim MacLin, Psychology;
and Jerilyn Marshall, Library.
He thanked them for being
willing to participate in this capacity.
Chair Bankston noted he is still working on the taskforce
for an honors program.
Chair Bankston remarked that he was a member of two panels
at the Iowa State Faculty Conference, April 1 and 2. Clair
Van Ummersen, Vice President/Director, Office of Women in
Higher Education, American Council on Education was the
keynote speaker. He shared several point from the
presentation.
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Dr. Ummersen projected that in the next ten years
universities may replace up to 50% of their faculty due to
faculty aging across universities. According to 1998
statistics, faculty 39 years of age or younger accounted for
15-20% of all university faculty; 40-54 years of age
accounted for 50-55%; and 55 years of age or older accounted
for 30-35%.
She also discussed a 2003 Berkley study that examined job
satisfaction by rank, showing that universities need to do
more for faculty at the Associate Professor rank.
The
Berkley study found highest levels of satisfaction were at
the ranks of full Professor over step six and Assistant
Professor. Job satisfaction was lowest for full Professor
below step six and Associate Professor. When you compare
the ranks of Assistant and Associate Professor, job
satisfaction for male faculty drops 42% to 31% and job
satisfaction for female faculty drops from 59% to 38%.
Chair Bankston reported that Dr. Ummersen emphasized the
importance of non-traditional, tenure paths, which became
one of the central themes of the conference discussed over
several panels and sessions.
She stated that everybody
doesn't have to look alike. The rewards structure is the
same for everyone. We have to get where we reward what
makes the department productive.
Before the end of the year, Chair Bankston noted that the
Senate needs to address the white paper, hold Senate
elections, and discuss/act on numerous items (Emeritus
Status Request for Darrel Davis, Name change from Department
of Design, Family and Consumer Sciences, Suspension of
admissions to the Inter-American Studies Major/Minor, Grade
Inflation Report from the Senate Ad-Hoc Committee, Senate
Speakers Series report, update on the multi-modal facility,
Teacher of Students with Visual Impairments Program). Thus,
it is necessary to have another meeting in addition to the
April 25 meeting.
He asked the Senate if they would prefer
to meet the last week of classroom instruction, probably
Wednesday, April 27 this same time period, or would they
prefer to meet finals week.
Discussion followed and it was the Senate's agreement to
meet on Wednesday, April 27 at 3:15.
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING

875

Emeritus Status for Gregory Dotseth, Department of
Mathematics, effective 7/02.

Chair Bankston stated that this item will be withdrawn.
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Minutes from the 8/26/02 meeting indicated that the Senate
approved this request.
876

Emeritus Status request for Darrel W. Davis, Department
of Accounting, effective 6/05.

Motion to docket in regular order as item #786 by Senator
Wurtz; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.
877

Name Change, Department of Design, Family and Consumer
Sciences

Motion to docket in regular order as item #787 by Senator
Mvuyekure; second by Senator Pohl. Motion passed.
878

Suspension of Admissions to the Inter-American Students
Major/Minor

Motion to docket in regular order as item #788 by Senator
Pohl; second by Senator Cooper. Motion passed.
879

Grade Inflation Report

Motion to docket in regular order as item #789 by Senator
MacLin; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.
Chair Bankston moved on to Consideration of Docketed Items
as Doug Koschmeder, Associate Registrar was present to
discuss the report.
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS

784

2004 Annual Report, Committee on Admission, Readmission
and Retention

Doug Koschmeder reviewed the report for the Senate, noting
it is in the
same format it has been for a number of years.
He noted
that nothing stands out in this years report.
The work of
the committee involves the review and consideration of
students who have been suspended and wish to return to the
university.
The retention is in the title of the committee
but the sole efforts of retention are for those students
that return to the university after suspension and.
Mr. Koschmeder answered questions from the Senate. Chair
Bankston asked about Table II, GPA's by Quartiles, and if
the 3.72 GPA by seniors was high. Mr. Koschmeder responded
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that this has been pretty consistent the last six years,
3.72 - 3.73.
Chair Bankston also asked about the factors the committee
takes into consideration when revising readmission cases.
Mr. Koschmeder responded that the guidelines are that once a
student is suspended the student needs to set out a year
from the university, spring and fall semesters.
If in that
time period a student attends another school or community
college, that work must be at least a 2.0.
Then after
sitting out a year, the student is automatically readmitted
and the committee does not review those applications. The
applications that the committee does review are those
students that sat out a year, attended a community
college and got less than a 2.0 or the student feels that
they have extenuating circumstances. They also review
applications from students that do not want to sit out a
year, many sit out a semester, attend Hawkeye and obtain a
3.0.
In that case the committee reviews the application and
if the student wants to appear before the committee, they
can do so, and the committee then makes a decision based on
the student's status or situation.
Senator Cooper noted that she sits on the committee and some
students that appear before the committee do not want to sit
out for any length of time, they want to come right back
in. This is why the number of people who pass through the
committee is small.
In response to Senator Ogbondah's question, Mr. Koschmeder
noted that summer is not included in this report. However,
the committee is seeing as more and more hours are
accumulated by students during the summer, they are looking
at how summer plays into a full semester. With the May
term being offered by more and more schools, some students
are taking 8-10 hours during the summer.
A discussion followed on quartiles and how they related to
this report.
Senator Cooper remarked that this committee has
representation from all the colleges, plus support services,
and students get a very fair hearing.
The Senate received the report and Chair Bankston thanked
Mr. Koschmeder and the committee for all of their work.

783

Emphasis in Software Engineering

Dr. Bergquist stated that this item that was brought to the
Senate last year as one of three prospective new majors.
The Software Engineering major did not move beyond the
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Campus Curriculum process because Iowa and Iowa State
objected to UNI's use of "Engineering" as we are not an
engineering school. As it was not given approval from the
other two schools and it was not brought forward, they are
looking at the emphasis as a secondary option. The
curriculum is not changing; just the title is changing from
a major to an emphasis.
In response to Faculty Chair Power's question, Dr. Bergquist
responded that it would be a Computer Science major with an
emphasis in Software Engineering. There are options under
it to allow for specialization in three different areas
within the emphasis. Computer Science B.A. and B.S. are
also options, without the emphasis.
Chair Bankston asked if the emphasis would be shown on the
transcript.
Dr. Bergquist replied that it was his
understanding that it would be and that in the catalogue
"Emphasis" is boldfaced and equivalent in size to the major
listings.
For practical purposes, people reading through
this will see it has having an importance equal to a major.
Senator Cooper asked if it was an extended program. Dr.
Bergquist responded that it was in the original proposal but
it is not now.
Senator Heston asked what the rationale was for not
approving this as a major from the other two institutions.
Dr. Bergquist stated that because UNI does not have a school
of engineering, and there is a connotation connected with
"engineering", Iowa and Iowa State objected.
In practice,
this is the term that is used for people who work in this
field.
In response to Senator Heston's question if this was an
indirect way of offering this program, Dr. Bergquist replied
that it was.
She noted that it is interesting that we found
a way to circumvent the process by giving it a different
title.
Senator Cooper noted that she concurred with Senator Heston
and she didn't like the process but cannot understand why
the other universities would object because she could see
them doing the same thing.
She wished there were some way
to soften the process.
Dr. Bergquist commented that they did consider a name change
but those suggestions were not supported because the
connotations did not portray what they wanted to say. The
basic reason was because this is what industry calls these
people. He noted there are a number of UNI graduates that
have gone to Rockwell Collins in Cedar Rapids and this is
their title.
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Senator Ogbondah remarked that a graduate from his
department is now designing web pages and his title is
"Software Engineer." He is concerned that there will be
implications for our students going out into the field
without that "Software Engineering" label.
Dr. Bergquist responded that there will probably be no
implications because it is the job market that labels them.
It is advantageous to have the label but they do get it
secondarily once they assume the job.
Senator Cooper asked Provost Podolefsky if there has been a
change in attitude since the change in administration at
Iowa State. The Provost responded that it is the Deans in
Engineering rather than the Provost that are objecting at
both Iowa and Iowa State. While some states view it
advantageous to offer degrees in popular areas at a
number of different institutions, Iowa takes a different
view. The Deans viewed the use of "engineering" as
duplication.
There was a similar issue with Bioinformatics
but all they could argue was that they wanted to have it at
some point and so we shouldn't have it.
If we are teaching
and instructing these students in this area but not giving
them a proper title, which disadvantages them because of
some political dispute, then it's more proper to advantage
our students by circumventing the process.
And the process
allows us to have an emphasis.
Dr. Bergquist noted that they did get a request from Iowa
State asking for feedback as they were adding an
undergraduate major in Software Engineering. What they are
doing is the same thing that UNI had proposed.
Provost Podolefsky commented that UNI had a number of
letters of support for the Software Engineering Major from
industry leaders.
In response to Senator Heston's question, Dr. Bergquist
stated that the program reflects to what a software
engineering degree program should like. There is a national
society - that has published guidelines and they modeled the
curriculum after that.
Faculty Chair Power noted that Software Engineering is not a
traditional degree looking at the history of engineering.
As engineering colleges and departments moved into the
computer realm they decided to create a major within their
colleges called Computer Engineering but it probably
does not have the same connotation of engineering that you
see for construction of bridges.
It's a more practitioner
label, a very applied degree that fits well with the applied
nature of our program.
Senator Vinton reiterated that there were still B.A. and

11
B.S. degrees offered in Computer Science and asked how they
differ from the Software Engineering emphasis. Dr.
Bergquist replied that there are four areas of specialty
courses and, depending on the choice of major.
Students
take a certain number of courses from each of those areas.
With the Software Engineering, students are required to take
more courses from that specific area than the other three.
Motion to approve the Emphasis in Software Engineering by
Senator Heston; second by Senator Ogbondah. Motion passed
with one abstention.
Senator Patton suggested that when the Iowa State program
comes forward perhaps UNI should object based on
duplication.
NEW BUSINESS

President Koob's Five-Year Review
Faculty Chair Power chaired the review committee and noted
that it was a lot of work and it was a hard working
committee. The committee also included Ronnie Bankston,
Chair of the Faculty Senate; Syed Kirmani, Chair of the
Graduate Faculty; Gene Lutz, Director of the Center for
Social and Behavioral Research; and Kim MacLin, Chair of the
Graduate Council. This, coupled with the Campus Advisory
Group meetings and initiative, made for a heavier surface
load than he anticipated.
It is his understanding that
President does not plan to go up for another review in five
years.
Faculty Chair Power reviewed the report for the Senate,
noting about two-thirds of the faculty like the job
President Koob is doing and are supportive. About ten
percent of the faculty have various issues with what the
president is doing and there is no unanimity in those
issues. Approximately 202 faculty colleagues responded and
in general think the president is doing a good job and want
him to continue. He noted that the open-ended questions are
confidential and the entire list of questions will not be
made public. This report will be made public once it is
accepted by the Senate and will be given to the President of
the Board of Regents (BOR) at the May meeting.
Senator Heston stated that she would like to express her
appreciation to the committee because it is an amazing
amount of work.
She asked if there is any concern about the
fact that only a third of the faculty responded.
Faculty
Chair Power responded that that response was comparable to
the response on the Provost's recent review and a little
higher that President's Koob last review.
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Motion to receive President Koob's Five-Year Review by
Senator Pohl; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.
Chair Bankston noted the report stated that faculty would
like President Koob to communicate his ideas to the campus
community more often.
An invitation has been extended by
the Faculty Senate to President Koob to discuss how this
might happen.
He has accepted and will be attending a
Senate meeting in the fall.
Faculty Chair Power stated that President Koob has received
the report along with a detailed analysis of items and the
open-ended comments.
He did not receive the interview
summaries.
The open-ended comments will not be given to the
BOR President.
In response to Senator Cooper's question about where the
report will be filed, Faculty Chair Power stated that the
only thing going on the record is what will be included in
the Senate minutes and other records will be destroyed.
ONGOING BUSINESS

Curriculum Review Process
Chair Bankston stated that a list of questions was
distributed at the last meeting for the Senate's
consideration. At that time Provost Podolefsky suggested
that the Senate consider "Do "Proposals to Plan"
need to be reviewed by the Senate before going to the
Council of Provosts?" prior to initiatin discussion on the
other items.
In response to Senator Cooper's comment about the new
process, Provost Podolefsky stated that the new process
leaves in place the existing curricular process for full
program approval.
The only thing being changed is that
instead of the university going through all of the steps
and then going to the BOR, it puts the BOR approval on the
front end with just a brief description from the
university.
Permission to Plan does not mean that the
Faculty Senate will approve it, and institutions must
wait a year after they have received Permission to Plan
before implementing a new program.
This is intended to
streamline the process.
Senator Heston asked if anyone can take anything forward, is
the Senate involved in the process of programs coming to the
Council of Provosts seeking Permission to Plan? Chair
Bankston responded that that is the question that the Senate
is now looking at, what role should the Faculty Senate play
in this process.
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Senator Chancey noted that as the Senate, we have the
responsibility to review documents after we have heard from
our colleagues. The most the Senate could ask is to be
informed simply for information, anything else would be
premature before we've heard from our colleagues.
Faculty Chair Power remarked that he agreed with Senator
Chancey, that it is a courtesy to the Senate to inform us.
As it is now a curricular change there is no real action to
be taken at that point.
It is the Provost that is
approving, if the departments and the college have the
resources, and informing the Senate as a courtesy.
Discussion followed as to how and when information should
come to the Senate.
After much discussion, Senator Chancey moved that the UNI
Faculty Senate request the Provost to provide the Faculty
Senate with UNI Permission to Plan documents as
informational items for the Senate prior to submitting them
to the Council of Provosts; second by Senator Cooper.
After some discussion Senator Wurtz noted that this is
something that we can change if we decide we want to.
Motion passed.
Discussion proceeded on the Curriculum Review Process, to
examine "what works well?"
Motion to move into Committee as a Whole by Senator Cooper;
second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.
Chair Bankston thanked the Senate for their input.
ADJOURNMENT

Motion to adjourn by Senator MacLin; second by Senator Couch
Breitbach. Motion passed.
The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 P.M.
Respectfully submitted,
Dena Snowden
Faculty Senate Secretary

